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ABSTRACT
Presented are some fihdings concerning

self-identification as a tool for temporary system evaluation based
on the reactions of participants in a resource personnel leadership
training workshop. Goodson's model for classification pf individuals
by influence style (tough battler, friendly helper, and logical
thinker) was used to self-categorize the participants into three
subgroups. Each group was then asked to conduct a brainstorming
session to develop program content for a seminar to be presented the
following week. There was a high correlation between the content of
the lists compiled by a subgroup and the characteristics of influence
style as identified by Goodson. There was also an extreme lack of
overlap of topics generated by the three subgroups. The investigator
concluded that the limited observational evidence collected tended to
be supportive of the statement that either the adult educators were
able to "play the game" by a set of rules to which they were briefly
introduced or self-select into a group with a theoretical influence
style and behave consistently with the theoretical construct.
However, the methodology employed in the experiment was extremely
loose, and the results have not been, and probably cannot be,
assessed. (PEB)
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In the management of a temporary system designed to develop leadership-resource per-sonnel to conduct programs for in-service teachers, a problem always arises as the terminusof the training approaches. The concept of the leader-resource person as a stimulator foradoption of a new program is sound only insofar as those new trainees become active and re-main active. Anything that serves as a stimulus for termination therefore tends to defeatthe program. The solution to this problem is obviously clear but exceedingly difficult toimplement,

Havelock 1
refers to the disengagement problem of the innovator but provides littlehelp in terms of a specific set of activities. In the NSF sponsored leadership trainingsessions conducted by Lake, Matthews, Bernoff, and Rowe, attention was focused upon there-entry problem of the trainee involved in a resource personnel leadership training pro-gram and to one terminal activity, namely the exit interview.2 But this type of interview,whether conducted by the staff for trainees or the reverse (both of which can be a highlyemotional experience) still fails to avoid the closure concept.

The premise of the author is that upon re-entry the trainee should behave differently,furthermore, the thoughts of the trainee should L2 upon beginning activity not terminatingit. Disruption at the peak of activity does not facilitate the kind of continued liaison
with the trainees that is desired to accomplish the intended goal; in this case, the train-ing of elementary teachcrs to introduce new science or mathematics programs in their schools.McClelland3 and Fiedler4 have indicated that leadership styles of individuals can be classi-fied. Fiedler further states that the lack of understanding of style and/or its relation-ship to task frequently is a reason for failure of leadership training to bear fruit.

1H
avelock, Ronald G., A Guide to Innovation In Education, Center for Research on Uti-

lization of Scientific Knowledge, Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan,Ann Arbor, Michigan, 1969, p. 135.

2
Miles, Matthew B., Dale Lake, Robert Bernoff, and Mary Budd Rowe, "A Micro-Design,"

The Daily Plan for a Temporary Systems Management Laboratory, Center for Humanistic Education,
State University of New York, Albany, New York, Spring, 1971.

3McClelland, David C., Motivational Trends In Society, New York: General LearningPress, 1971, p. 6.

4Fiedler, Fred E., The Trouble With Leadership Training Is That It Doesn't Train
Leaders" Psychology Todal, February, 1973, p, 26.

*The activities described were supported in part by funds from the National Science
Foundation.



It is possible, according to Goodson, to better updprstand and deal with various types of
people if personal influence style is understood.3,0

Casting about for something, indeed anything, to avoid closure yet manage a smooth
transition from on-campus training of RPW participants to field application of learnings
and to force examination of personal influence style a common solution was found.

Having been asked to provide a College-wide Seminar for faculty and graduates at the
same time the RPW was closing, the following strategy was employed. The RPW participants,
after having been together for four weeks, had developed strategies (after Miles') for con-
ducting SCIS workshops for in-service teachers in the schools "back home." On the final
day of the training period the participants were presented Goodson's behavior model for
classifying personnel in a system.

(Insert Figure 1)
Goodson's Model

No mention was made initially by the presenter that any of the participants could be classed
according to the model; yet, they quickly grasped this thought and sought additional ramifi-
cations and details which were then provided.

In order to better understand the nature of the group behavior in this setting, the
composition of the group is presented in Table I.

TABLE I

Classification of 1972 RPW Participants

School Administrator Teacher Leader College Faculty

Male Female Male Female Male Female

8 3 2 16 1 1

At this point the clear numerical domination of females within the group has not been as-
sessed in terms of the individual and group behavior. if the influence was present, it
was not obvious to the discussion leader or the observers.

Questions and responses by individuals ranged widely from, "Which do you think I am?"
to "What if you think you are in one category because of your position at work, but feel
that you do not fit the influence style characteristics listed?" Some leading questions
from the trainer, like "Can you use this to help you in dealing with people back home?" and
"Can you apply it to members of this group without telling anyone?" led the group to ex-
press the desire to classify themselves.

5
Goodson, Max. "A Model for Classification of Individuals by Influence Style," Paper

presented at the ESEA Title III Leadership Training Program, Shocker Towers, Wichita State
University, Wichita, Kansas, Summer 1969.

6Goodson, Max and Warren O. Hagstrom, "Changing Schools" Case Studies of Change Agent
Teams in Three School Systems," Technical Report No. 177. Wisconsin Research and Develop-
ment Center for Cognitive Learning. The University of Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin,

August, 1971.

7
Miles, Matthew B., Innovation In Education, New York. Teachers College Press, 1964.
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At this point, a new element ~Mars injected. A second trainer pused the problery of
having to design an all-college seminar to review what had taken place in the RPW. The
second trainer asked the participants to self-select membership into one of the three
groups according to the model presented. After having done so, each group was then asked
to conduct a brainstorming session to develop program content for the seminar to be pre-
sented the following week. The three groups (self-selected) were then isolated one from
the other, and a secretary recorded each group's output during the brain-storming session.

The behavior of the three groups can be briefly described as follows. The "Thinkers"
immediately developed an exhaustive list of content items, then reduced it by elimination
of duplication and ambiguity (Figure 2). The "Helpers". produced a less comprehensive list
centering upon o few themes (Figure 3). The.mFiqhters7 production (Figure 4) and behavior
were reactionary as indicated by the statements,-'let's not do it:'; "Why should we do
his work for himr; and finally, "If the others can do it, so can we:" The content of
the lists generated are also indicative of the composition of the three groups.

One is immediately struck by three things regarding the lists. First, the obviously
high correlation between the content of the lists compiled by a subgroup and the charac-
teristics of "Influence Style" used by Goodson to classify people. (Point out influence
styles acd items on lists that have high correlation.) It should be noted that none of
the RPW pertLie::inti,> had the model available for reference during that period.

A se(oH observation concerning the lists is the exceedingly high incidence of the
use efoa speciali?.ed language related to the temporary system management model of Matthew
Miles.' (Point out TSML terms used.) This language was employed by the trainers during
the coarse of conducting the RN and taught to the participants as a technique for plan-
ning the 'back hone" uorhshops they were obligated to conduct as part of the SCIS-RPW.

Final eLservation relates to the extreme lack of overlap of topics generated by
the three -sut(jroups. (Point out duplicates among lists as well as similarities of con-
tent topics.) This is particularly important as all statements were accepted during the
brainstorming session so if aly participant chose to self-select into a group which was
not cohsisteet with their influence style, the inconsistent behavior did not evidence
itself although essentially all members actively participated.

At the end of the brainstorming session (lapse of twenty minutes) the total group
was reassembled try discuss the sessions held and to-compare lists and to summarize.

To detemin(2 whetner or not the lists generated were different they were classified
by source icito three categories which parallel the models of Fiedler, Goodson andMcClelland."

TABLE 2

Classification of Participant Lists of Topics
by self Selected Group and Influence Style

Evaaluation or
or Affiliation AchieveMent

Fighters 4
Helpers 10 1

Thinkers 6 8
Totals 2fi g

Power or
Authority Totals

18 27
8 19
6

-37
20

66

8Miles, Matthew. Innovation in Education, New York: Teachers College Press, 1964.

op. cit.

10,
uoodson, op,. cit.

11McClelland, op. cit.



The resnl )t eal,,eAlatie:.: V- ';'or the theee independent samples (Nor-Parametric2
Statistics, Siegel, 1956, p. 175ff) yielded X =15,01 with 0.0015p<0.01.

Hypotheses, H,: the lists of items categorized as indicated in Table 2 are the
same for all greupsjwhen classified by these models. the lists of items differ from
group to group when classified by these models.

The rejected regioe consists of all valoes of X
2
vhich are so large that p associatedwith them occurence under 11_ is equal to or greater than 0.01. The results fr om calcula-tion X' itat reeetien of h it.,'..A.1_1a:ta Of HI is appropriate in t'ais case.The obvious differences in the list? (the high correlations between the lists genera-ted and the styles nsen ici self-seleetire late a group) and the exceedingly highand effective use of the temporary systems manaeement concepts provided an immediate evalua-tion of the pregress of the RPW participants, This conclusion is predicated upon the factthat a major part of the workshop was designed to help the RPW participants know who theywere, how they larked most effectively with others (their influence style), and how to usethe concepts or tempeeery system management to conduct (and typify) a SCIS workshop.

:not whet ei7eut did this nave upon the group in terms of attitude toward terminationof the workshW First of all , it directed the attention of the participants primarilyupon others, re( temselves. in) instead of "Gee, miss you." and "You will write,won't you?", the -_iyersations were, "I'll let you know how my group comes out!" and "Howdo you thine eaeo. eaeup will stack up?" "What about your principal, is he a "Fighter?"The verbal ejdence collected all pointed to promises of active involvement with teachersback home, not cles,Jre or inactivity. A second effect was that a new tool with a set of"catey eas introduced and became the center of conversation as the participants
departed the weeTahop, arguing whether this or that staff member was a "Fighter," "Thinker,"or "Helper.'

In summary, the limited observational evidence collected tends to be supportive of
the statement that either this group of adult educators were able to "play the game" bya set of rules to which they were briefly introduced or self-select into a group with a
theoretical influence style and behave consistently with the theoretical construct. Inaddition, one can surmise that because of the use of "standard rules" for brainstorming
sessions, the participants felt that they were able to communicate effectively with peersby-use of A technical termonology developed during the period of the RPW. Finally, thesudden-release 0, the anxieties and emotions related to terminal activities of a trainingprogram which developed exceedingly strong personal relationships did not occur, ratherthe emotional energy was directed toward future activity not memories of the past orself-consolation.

A few words in closing regarding the conditions and limitations placed upon this"experiment." It should be obvious to all that there was an exceedingly high incidence
of-cuirie offered by the model presented to the participants. The number of individuals
involved, the complexity of the task oriented activity and logistical problems of movingpeople from room to room made observation difficult and hectic. As for most educators
in training, the desire to "please the teacher" must have had some influence upon thebehavior of the participants during the experiment.

The methodology employed-in the experiment was extremely loose. The results of thistype of experience upon the participants. in the long run has not and probably cannot be
assessed. There was some evidence of internal conflict surfacing during the sessions;thus some attention should .be given to the danger of premature re-entry into the permanent
system with such-emotions sUrfacing, -There is atileast-One other consideration- too:perhaps the trained resource. persons will behave as they perceive a resource person shouldand thut-remain an active leader.
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